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their elothes, by the mere rule of their fancy. 
They are pleased, for example, with the talents 
of a preacher, and presently adopt his creed. 
Many others adhere to their religious system 
merely because they were educated in it, and be- 
cause it was that of their parents and family, 
which, if it were a reasonable rule of acting, 
would equally excuse Jews, Turks, and Pagans 
for persisting in their respective impiety, and 
would impeach the preaching of Christ and his 
apostles. Others, again, glory in their religion, 
because it is the one established in this their 
country, so renowned for science, literature, and 
arms : not reflecting that the polished and con- 
quering nations of antiquity — the Egyptians, As- 
syrians, Persians, Greeks, and Romans — were left, 
by the inserutible judgments of God, in darkness 
and the shadow of death, while a poor, oppressed, 
and despised people, on the banks of the Jordan, 
were the only depositary of Divine truth, and the 
sole truly enlightened nation. But the greater 
part, even of Christians, of every denomination, 
making the business of eternity subservient to 
that of time, profess the religion which best 
accords with the rule of their interest, their pre- 
judice, or their convenience. Thus, guided by 
mere fancy, or bewildered in the mists of preju- 
dice, or blinded by worldly considerations, they 
know not whither they go — .John xii. 35. They 
may fondly flatter themselves that they are walk- 
ing in the way of truth and life : but there is a 
way that seemeth right to a man, the ends whereof 
lead to death. — Prov. xvi. 25. They may per- 
suade themselves that they adopt a sufficiently 
rational rule for discovering religious truth, that 
they have sufficient and safe grounds for the reli- 
gion they profess : but the rule they adopt is but 
the rule of their own self-love ; the grounds of 
their religion may be but the delusions of their 
own insincerity. la the meantime, they reflect 
not, or scarcely reflect, that the matter is of infi- 
nite consequence, that, in adopting a rule of faith, 
their immortal souls are at stake ; that the reli- 
gion chosen by this rule is connected with their 
eternal interests."* 

It is hard to make those see who have deter- 
mined to close their eyes, or to see only through 
the eyes of another ; but we have ample means of 
knowing that it is not so with all. Fellow- 
countrymen, have you courage to examine and 
think for yourselves, in a matter where your 
immortal souls are indeed at stake, and where, if 
ou follow mere fancy, or allow yourselves to be 
ewildered by the mists of educational prejudice, 
or blinded by worldly considerations, you may at 
last find yourselves, when it is too late, in the 
way that leads to death ? Brother laymen, will 
you aid in the struggle to cast off a yoke which 
is too heavy for you to bear, or will you tamely 
bow your necks to the despots of Rome, who 
would subjugate all mankind to blind obedience 
to their tyrannical will ? We trust the day is 
approaching when you will take the written Word 
of the living God as your guide, and disenthral 
yourselves from an ignominious and servile 
obedience to an Italian priest ; and then may our 
beloved country be again what once she was — 

"Great, glorious, and free — 
First flower of the earth — first gem of the sea." 
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THE TOUCHSTONE. 
(Continued from rol. 1, page 125.) 
Objection 22. — Most Protestants are of opinion 
that children may be saved without baptism ; and that 
persons grown up may be saved, though they neither 
are baptized nor desire to be baptized, but even refuse 
it, as Quakers. 

Their Bible tells them, in plain terms (John iii. 5) — 
Except a man be born of water and of the spirit, he can- 
not enter the kingdom of God. 

Reply — It is rather bold to say this of " most Pro- 
testants," since it is well known that all Protestants 
(except the Quakers) do baptize ; which they certainly 

* Rev. Samuel Jones's Epitome of the Right Rev. 
Dr. Uilnw's End of Controvarsy, pp. 9-10. ; 



would not, if they regarded it as a matter of no con- 
sequence. 

But, at all events, this objection does not affect the 
Church of England, which, in herCatechism, pronounces 
baptism to be "generally necessary to salvation." 

Objectiok 23. — Protestants deny that the grace of 
the Holy Ghost is given by the imposition of the bishop's 
hands in confirmation. 

Their Bible teaches that it is(Acts viii. 15, 17), where 
Peter and John confirmed the Samaritans. They prayed 
for them that they might receive the Holy Ghost. Then 
laid they their hands on them, and they received the Holy 
Ghost. 

Reply If you read the Confirmation Service of the 

Church of England you will see that that rite is there 
represented as a means of grace. But, as for the " Holy 
Ghost," in the sense in which it is spoken of in the 8th 
of Acts (that is, the miraculous gifts, such as the gift of 
tongues, the gift of prophecy, and many others which the 

apostles conferred by the imposition of their hands 

Acts xix. 6), this, it is plain, is not conferred by the 
imposition of hands of any bishop — Protestant or 
Roman Catholic — in these days. 

Objection 24. — Protestants deny that the blessed 
Sacrament, which Christ gave at his last supper, was 
the body and blood of Christ. 

Their Bible affirms it in Christ's own express words 
(Matt. xxvi. 26, 28)— This is my body— This is my blood 
of the JVem Testament , which is shed for many, for the re- 
mission of sins. Luke xxii. 16, 20 — This is my bodu 
which is given for you — This cup is the New Testament 
in my blood, which is shed for you. See also to the same 
effect Mark xiv. 22, 24, and 1 Cor. xi. 24, 25. 

Reply Whether the objector has here stated 

fairly the opinions of the Church of England, he has 
enabled his readers to judge by what he says in Ob- 
jection 28 — " Their own catechism expressly teaches that 
the body and blood of Christ are verily and indeed taken 
and received by the faithful in the Lord's Supper." 

As for the words " This is my body," &c, it must be 
borne in mind that Protestants do not deny the truth 
of anything that Jesus and his apostles said. The only 
question between them and Roman Catholics is about 
the meaning of it — whether such and such passages 
are to be understood literally, or figuratively. 

The disciples did not deny the truth of John the Bap- 
tist's words when he called our Lord " the Lamb of God," 
although they did not believe that He was literally a 
lamb j nor did they deny the truth of our Saviour's own 
words — " I am the true vine," " I am the door," " I am 
the good shepherd," &c. — although they did not under- 
stand Him to mean that He was a literal tree, bearing 
real leaves and literal bunches of grapes, or that He was 
an actual door, or that his occupation was keeping 
actual sheep, &c. 

Protestants, then, do not deny the truth of the words 
used by our Saviour at the institution of the Eucharist, 
although they are content to understand them in the 
same sense in which they must have been understood by 
the apostles to whom they were addressed. For the 
apostles, who had not been perplexed when they heard 
our Lord speak of himself as a door, a shepherd, a 
vine, Sic, would certainly not understand at the time 
that, by the words, "Thisismybody," our Saviour meant 
to convey that He was holding his own body in his own 
hands, and eating it in their company. And if they sub- 
sequently received any further revelation, informing 
them that they had been before mistaken in the meaning 
which they had attached to the words of institution, 
it is strange that they should never have recorded so 
very wonderful a revelation. 

And Roman Catholics themselves must maintain that 
the words of institution cannot be understood absolutely 
literally ; since, if we understand these words in their 
most literal sense, we must believe that it is the cup, 
and not the wine in it, which is changed into blood. 

Objection 25 — Protestants deny that the bread which 
Christ gave was his flesh, the same which he gave for 
the life of the world. 

Their Bible affirms it (John vi. 51)— The bread 
that I will give is my flesh, which I will give for the 
life of the world. 

Objection 26.— Protestants deny that Christ's flesh 
is meat indeed, and his blood drink indeed. 

Their Bible expressly affirms it (John iv. 55) My 

flesh is meat indeed, and my blood is drink indeed. 

Reply Before Roman Catholics assert that the Pro- 
testant opinions concerning the Eucharist are condemned 
by the 6th of John, they ought at least to agree among 
themselves whether this chapter relates to the Eucharist 
at all. We have already quoted (see vol. i„ pp. 34, 
46) high Roman Catholic authorities who hold that it 
did not, as well as the admission of the Council of 
Trent (session 21, c. i.), that this was a point on which 
the Fathers differed. 

Objection 2".— Protestants are apt to say, with the 
unbelieving Jews (John vi. 52) — How can this man give 
as his flesh to eat f and (verse 60), This is a hard say- 
ing, and who can hear it f 

Christ, in their own Bible, assures them (John iv. 53, 
54, 56) — Verily, verily, I say unto you, except ye eat 
thi flesh of the Son of man, and drink his blood, ye have 



no life in you. Whoso eatetk my flesh and drinketh my 
blood hath eternal life, and I will raise him up at the last 
day. He that eate'th my flesh, and drinketh my blood, 
dwelleth in me, and I in him. 

Reply — The eating Christ's flesh and drinking his 
blood, spoken of in this text, is described as such that he 
who eateth "hath eternal life,"buthewhoeateth not hath 
" no life in him." Protestants, therefore, conclude that it 
does not mean the mere receiving of the Eucharist, 
since it is acknowledged that many receive the Eucha- 
rist who do not obtain eternal life, but, on the contrary, 
thereby increase their condemnation. But if Roman 
Catholics suppose the verse to refer to the Eucharist, 
why do they withhold the cup from the laity, since it 
«ays, "Except ye eat the flesh of the Son of man and 
drink his blood ye have no life in you ?" 

Objection 28 — Protestants deny that the cup of bles- 
sing which we bless is the communion of the blood of 
Christ ; or that the bread which we break in the blessed 
sacrament is the communion of the bodu of Christ. 

Their Bible expressly affirms it (1 Cor. x. 16) — The 
cup of blessing which we bless, is it not the communion of 
the blood of Christ f The bread which we break, is it not 
the communion of the body of Christ ? And what makes 
them more inexcusable in denying it is, that their own 
catechism expressly teaches them, that the body and 
blood of Christ are verily and indeed taken and received 
by the faithful in the Lord's Supper. 

Reply— The objector has here answered himself by 
showing that the Church of England does not contradict 
the assertion of St. Paul, but makes a statement in strict 
accordance with it. And Protestants appeal to this very 
passage as one of the proofs against transubstantiation, 
since Paul here expressly calls the consecrated elements 

BREAD. 

Objection 29 — Protestants teach, that to the unwor- 
thy communicant the sacrament is no more than bare 
bread and wine, and by no means the body and blood 
of Christ. 

Their Bible assures them of the contrary, when it 
tells them (1 Cor. xi. 27, 29) that the unworthy com- 
municant is guilty of the body and blood of our Lord ; 
and that he receives damnation to himself, not discerning 
the body of our Lord. For how should he be guilty of 
the body and blood of our Lord if what he took were no 
more than bread and wine f And how hard a case would 
it be that he should be damned for not discerning the 
body of our Lord, which, in the opinion of these gentle- 
men, is not at all there ? 

Reply — The objector here is guilty of practising a 
remarkable artifice. He leaves out half the text, and 
says "the unworthy communicant" is guilty of the body 
and blood of our Lord. He evidently wished to keep 
out of sight that St Paul wrote, "Whosoever shall. eat 
this bread or drink this cup of the Lord unworthily, 
shall be guilty of the body and blood of the Lord." If 
Paul had held Romish views he should have written, 
•' Whosoever shall eat the body and drink the btoodoi the 
Lord unworthily, shall be guilty,"&c. But then he would 
have contradicted the verse cited in Objection 28 — 
"Whoso eateth my flesh and drinketh my blood hath 
eternal life." 

Every one __ must perceive that, by " discerning the 
Lord's body," Paul could not have meant discerning it 
by the bodily senses, since even Roman Catholics 
admit that a consecrated and an unconsecrated wafer are 
perfectly undistinguishable by the senses. Protestants 
do not believe, nor do they suppose Paul to have meant, 
thata man would be condemned for eating, without any re- 
verence, a piece of consecrated bread which had come in 
his way by some accident, without his knowing anything 
of its consecration. But Paul is evidently speaking of 
those Corinthians who came together to celebrate the 
Lord's Supper, and yet ate and drank irreverently, 
as at an ordinary meal, without considering the solem- 
nity of the Service and the great event it was intended 
to commemorate. Persons who do so, Protestants con- 
sider as guilty of a great 6in, and they do not consider 
them as in any way partakers of Christ ; because they 
consider this partaking as a benefit and blessing reserved 
for those who have faith in Christ and true devotion. 
Augustine, whom the Roman Catholics venerate as a 
saint, expressly declared this, and denies that the body 
and blood of Christ are inany sense receivedby the irre- 
ligious. 

But they can have better assurance than any Roman 
Catholic can have, that, if they are truly devout believers, 
they are partakers of Christ in the sense which He himself 
meant when they reverently celebrate the Eucharist ; for 
it is expressly declared by the Council of Trent, and in 
other authoritative documents of the Church of Rome, 
then the inward iutention of the priest is essential to the 
true consecration, as well as the pronouncing of the 
words. If, therefore, a priest should chance to be an in- 
fidel in his heart, which is but too possible, (and no hu- 
man being can be certain of the contrary), the wafer 
remains mere bread ; and no Roman Catholic, therefore, 
cau be at all certain that he is partaking in any way of 
Christ's body, or that he is not worshipping a piece of 
mere bread. 

Objection 30 — Protestants, to excuse their unbelief 
of the real presence of the body and blood of Christ in 
th» bUswd sacrament, pretend that it it impossible his 
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body and blood should be in so small a space, or in 
more places than one at the same time. 

Their Bible assures them, that with God all things 
are possible (Matt. xix. 26), even for a camel to go 

through the eye of a needle Verse 24. With men this is 

impossible, says our Saviour, but not with God ; for with 
God all things are possible — Marks. 27. Nor is it harder 
-with God for one body to be at once in two places, than 
for two bodies to be in one place, as whenour Saviour 
came in to his disciples, Me doors being shttt—John xx. 
19, 26. 

Reply Any Protestants who should refuse to believe 

anything that is clearly revealed by the Most High, 
because they cannot understand how it is possible, would 
certainly be very presumptuous. But it is surely no 
more than reasonable to require particularly strong 
proof of anything which at least seems contradictory, 
and which is not confirmed either by our own senses or 
by any one's else. 

When Jesus appeared "in the midst of the disciples,' 
the "doors being shut," they could not, of course, 
tell whether the door had been miraculously opened and 
shut again without their seeing or observing it, or in 
what other way their Master had entered ; but their 
own senses witnessed that he actually was there in his 
own natural body j and we believe this on their testi- 
mony. This is, at least, a very different thing — sup- 
posing both to be true— from believing the body of our 
Lord to be, at the same time, in heaven and on a thou- 
sand different altars on earth. 

Objection 31 Protestants maintain that there is a 

necessity of receiving the sacrament in both kinds in 
order to life everlasting. 

Their own Bible expressly promises eternal life to 
them that receive in one hind only. — John vi. 58. He 
that eattth of this bread shall live for ever. And verse 
57 — He that eateth me, even he shmll live by me. 

Re ply. — Neither Protestants nor Roman Catholics can 
suppose that a man's salvation can be secured by his 
merely receiving the sacrament, either in one kind or in 
both. None of them, therefore, can believe that this 

was our Lord's meaning. It is plain, therefore, to all 

Frotestants and Roman Catholics — that He must have 
meant more than this, when He speaks of "eating of 
Him." He must have meant to include faith in Him, 
and love for Him, shown in " keeping his command- 
ments" (see John xiv. 15) — in short, the whole Chris- 
tian life. 

But most Protestants think it presumptuous to depart 
from the mode of celebrating the Lord's Supper which 
was used (as all admit) by the apostles, and by all the 
early Christians, for many ages. And Roman Catholics 
would probably think the same, if they were aware not 
only of this fact, but also that one of the earlier Popes 
pronounced it sacrilege to administer the bread without 
the cup to any of the communicants. 

Objection 32 — Protestants deny that there is any 
true and proper sacrifice in the church of Christ, to be 
offered in all places to the name of God. 

Their Bible affirms it (Mai. i. 10, 11), where, rejecting 
the Jewish sacrifices, God declares his acceptance of 
that sacrifice, or pure offering, which should be made 
to Him in every place among the Gentiles. I have no 
pleasure in you, saith the Lord of Hosts, neither will I 
accept an offering at your hand. For from the rising of 
the sun even unto the going down of the same, my name 
shall be great among the Gentiles, and in every place 
incense shall be offered unto my name and a pure offering. 
Which cannot be understood of the sacrifice of the cross, 
which was offered but once, and in one place, and that 
among the Jews, not among the Gentiles. 

Reply This is a mistake. All Christians, of what- 
ever denomination, hold that sacrifices are to be offered 
up to God continually. The only question is, what the 
sacrifices should be. 

1. The offering of slain beasts, which was an ordi- 
nance of the Jewish law, all Christians are agreed to 
reject, as not belonging to the Gospel dispensation. 

2. The offering up of ourselves, as a kind of sacrifice 
to God, we find expressly enjoined in the christian Scrip- 
tures — "I beseech you," says the Apostle Paul (Rom. 
xii.), " that ye present your bodies a living sacrifice, 
holy, acceptable unto God." 

3. The sacrifice of Christ's body, for the redemption of 
the world, is very expressly, and strongly, and frequently 
spoken of in Scripture as having taken place " once 
for all," and as not being to be repeated, but only com- 
memorated ; and its perfection and sufficiency are inferred 
in Scripture, from its not being repeated, and from there 
being " no more sacrifice for sin" needed or allowed. 

4. The offering of incense, in a literal sense, is no- 
where alluded to in the christian Scriptures, and seems, 
to have been quite unknown in the early christian 
Church. 

(To be continued. J 



Cotrespoirtiencc. 

DID OUR SAVIOUR - INSTITUTE SEVEN 
SACRAMENTS? 

TO THE EDITOR OF THE CATHOLIC LAYMAN. 

Sir— In looking over Dr. J. Butler's Catechism, the 
'other day, my eye caught the following question and an. 



swer : — " How many sacraments are there ? A. Seven.'* 
What 1 thought I, seven sacraments 1 How is this ? 

I read in the New Testament of only two Baptism and 

the Lord's Supper. These I know, and can prove, were 
instituted by Christ himself, and left obligations on his 
Church. Being at a loss to know where the Church of 
Rome got the other five, I again looked at Dr. Butler's 
Catechism. 

I thought to myself, since a sacrament must be or- 
dained by Christ himself, surely Dr. B. will give us 
his very words; nothing else will satisfy me. Well, 
judge of my surprise, instead of referring me to the 
Scriptures written by the Apostles, and giving me 
chapter and verse, Dr. B. refers me to the Council of 
Trent, SS. 7, can. 1 — that is, Dr. Butler says there 
are seven sacraments, because the Council of Trent 
says so. 

Not being satisfied with this, and being curious to get 
all the proof the Church of Rome is able to advance on 
the point, I turned to the decrees of the Council of 
Trent. Here is the Canon referred to — "Whosoever 
shall affirm that the Sacraments of the New Law were 
not all instituted by Christ Jesus our Lord, or that they 
are more or fewer than seven, let him be accursed." 

Now, the inquiry looked more serious. To be eter- 
nally cursed is awful even to think of. I then became 
doubly anxious to find out on what grounds the Coun- 
cil affirmed that "the sacraments were neither more 
nor fewer than seven." As yet not a particle of Scrip- 
ture had been quoted in proof. 

Thinking that the legates, the patriarchs, the bishops, 
and the divines (who drew up and sanctioned the canon 
referred to, as deciding the point) had, when discussing 
the subject, given Scriptural proof in its support, I 
took up the history of the Council, and examined the 
speeches of the Fathers ; but still without success. It 
is true some divines argued that seven is a perfect 

number — that there are seven days in the week seven 

excellent virtues — seven deadly sins — and seven planet* 
— and so concluded that there must also be seven sacra- 
ments. Such reasoning was irresistible ; with me it 
had the opposite effect. 

I now took up the Catechism of the Council of Trent 
— that standard authority — out of which the prieBts are 
educated at Maynooth. Thinks I to myself, although 
Dr. Butler or the Fathers at Trent would not satisfy 
the laity with the verses in the Scripture which prove 
that our Saviour instituted seven sacraments, surely 
the priests will be favoured with the Scripture proof. 
I began to think I was right in my conjecture when I 

read the following statement in the catechism: "The 

Sacraments of the Catholic Church are seven, as is 
proved from Scripture, from the unbroken tradi- 
tions of the Fathers, and from the authoritative defini- 
tions of Councils." 

Now, thought I, we must be near it ; Scripture is at 
last referred to, as proving the point. Let us have the 
passage ; if we have Scripture proof the point is settled : 
we won't require tradition or the councils, no more than 
the Almighty Creator required the help of men or angels 
in creating the world. His word was sufficient to create 
all things, and so his word written is sufficient to prove 
that there are seven sacraments. 

Well, I looked anxiously through the catechism ; I 
turned over page after page, to find out the particular 
book, chapter, and verse so confidently referred to, but 
I searched in vain. No Scripture proof is given ^wit- 
ness is mentioned, but the witness is not brought for- 
ward; his testimony is not given. The natural conclu- 
sion is, that he has nothing favourable to say for the 
parties who keep him back. 

Whilst looking for the Scripture proof, I met a note 
in the catechism, referring me to " C. of Trent 887, 
Can. 1 ; and to the Council of Florence." 

I stopped and considered the references ; I found that 
I had examined the first already without success ; but, 
on looking at the second, a gleam of hope passed over 
my mind. Oh, thought I, the Council of Florence was 
held A.D. 1442, and is earlier authority than any yet 
examined ; perhaps it has given the Scripture proof. 
I turned to the decree; it simply states — "the Sacra- 
ments of the New Law are seven." How provoking 1 I 
exclaimed ; still no Scripture. All the authorities re- 
ferred to state, that there are seven sacraments insti- 
tuted by Christ; but none of them prove the fact by the 
only witnesses who can prove it — the Apostles or the 
Evangelists. 

But, some Roman Catholic layman will say, why did 
you not examine Peter Dens on the subject? he is high 
authority at Maynooth. Well, so I did, but with no 
better success, as will appear by the following quotation 
from his work : — " The number seven (says Dens) is 
insinuated in various places in Scripture, thus, in Prov. 
9 — ' Wisdom hath built her house (that is, the Church), 
and hath cut out her seven pillars' — to wit, the seven 
sacraments, which as so many pillars sustain the 
Church. Thus (he adds) in like manner, in Exod. xxv., 
by the seven lights which were in one candlestick, this 
is insinuated, for the seven sacraments are so many 
lights which illumine the Church."— Den's Theol. Num. 
Sacr. So, after all, according to Dens, we have nothing 
but "insinuations," taken from the Old Testament, to 
prove that our Saviour instituted seven taoraments. 



Dr. Doyle's Christian Doctrine was now put into my 
hands, that I might examine what he says, and the 
proofs which he brings forward. I found that he, like 
the rest, asserts that " there are seven sacraments, and 
refers his readers to the C. of Trent, SS. 7, Can. 1." 
Finding this authorily referred to so often, and remem- 
bering that it pronounces a curse on all who affirm the 
contrary, it seemed to me thiii the supporters of the 
doctrine of seven sacraments relied more on the terror 
to be excited through fear of a curse, to establish her 
point, than on Scriptural authority. 

But as cursing had no effect on me, I still searched 
for the Scripture proofs, and the next book I read was 
Dr. Doyle's, and I was greatly pleased with his answer 
to the question — •' Where did Christ give us a com- 
mand to baptize ? A. In St. Matt, xxviii. 20." I liked 
that ; it was Scripture authority. Thinks I to myself 
perhaps the doctor gives the Scripture proofs for hie 
statement, that there are seven sacraments. I looked 

first at the chapter on Confirmation, and read " Q. When 

did Christ ordain this sacrament? A. The time is 
not certain; but divines, most probably, hold it was insti- 
tuted at Christ's last supper, or between his resurrec- 
tion and ascension." I turned then to the chapter on 
Extreme Unction, and read — " Q. When did Christ in- 
stitute it? A. The time is uncertain; some think it 
was instituted at tbs Last Supper," &o. Further on I 
read — " Q. When was matrimony made a Sacrament of 
the New Law ? A. Where and when Christ insti. 
tuted this sacrament is uncertain," Sfc. 

If I wanted anything to convince me that there wag 
no Scripture authority for the doctrine of seven sacra- 
ments Dr. Doyle's admissions, just quoted, would be 
sufficient. With all his learning he could not find or 
quote a passage of Scripture on the subject. 

Lieberman, a Roman divine, instead of searching for 
Scripture, is content with saying—" The Church says 
it ;" which, after all, comes only to this you must be- 
lieve there are seven sacraments, because the Church 
of Rome says it is proved by Scripture, whether it is so 
or not. 

I was now convinced that our Saviour did not institute 
seven sacraments ; and, on looking into history, I there 
found that Peter Lombard, a writer of the 12th century, 
was the first to reckon seven sacraments, and that this 
invention gained ground in the subsequent centuries 
until, at last, it took its present form. J. F. G. 



TO THE EDITOR OF THE CATHOLIC LAYMAN. 

Sir— Engaged in the disquisition of truth, and espe- 
cially with an adversary pledged, as you are, to a full, 
fair, candid, and impartial investigation of arguments, 
I shall premise no apologies for offering a few remarks 
on some of the leading articles of your journal. By the 
bye, I have a great antipathy to dishonest and disin- 
genuous argumentation, though such sophisticating may 
give a temporary triumph over an inferior antagonist ; 
but we shall only thus impose on ourselves and others. 

Truth does not need such subterfuges " Nee defenso- 

ribus istis. Magna est Veritas et prevalebit." 

In the September number of your periodical you 
say, respecting the visibility of the Church of Christ, 
that it was always visible. Let me require of you to 
point out the locus of its existence in the days of Be- 
rengarius. He was bound, of course, to hear the church 
(Mat. xviii. 17), to obey his prelates and follow their 
faith — Heb. xiii. 7, 17. Did hethen, and who were these 
prelates ? Will you, Mr. Editor, be able to overleap that 
obstacle? We find churches, councils, bishops, eccle- 
siastics and friends exhorting him to obedience, and he 
would not. Were they or he the Church of Christ? 
" Utrura horum mavis accipe." If he was the church, he 
recanted, and abjured all his Protestantism towards the 
close of life^ Where was the church then, as well as 
before he began to broach his new dogmas, about the 
year 1040 ? Now, sir, I hare you impaled (as they say) 
on the horns of a dilemma. You have chosen the other 
alternative ; for you say, in reply to objections nine and 
ten of the " Touchstone," " that the Christian Church" 
(that is, the churches in communion with Rome, for 
there were no other, except you make Berenger the 
church) had never wholly revolted, that God's Spirit 
never abandoned her, that God had not cast her off, 
that the fundamentals of Christianity were preserved in 
that church termed (by modern Protestant controver- 
sialists) " the mother of harlots and abominations, the 
scarlet Lady, drunken with the blood of the saints and 
martyrs of Jesus, the mystery of iniquity, the man of 
sin, whom the Lord shall destroy with the spirit of his 
mouth." In conclusion, the 19th 'article of your 
church defines the visible Church of Christ to be " a 
congregation of faithful men (mind that), in which the 
pure Word of God is preached, and the sacraments duly 
administered, according to Christ's ordinance." 

For as much as you will signally fail to point out, at 
the period I have selected, any such congregation, how- 
ever small, with which you can consistently identify 
yourself; and inasmuch as this scarlet Lady of ours, 
this mother of whores, had been sunk in gross and 
abominable idolatry for 800 years and more, I assert 
that, according to your principles, the pure Word of 
God could not have been preached or the sacraments duly 



